This article traces the evolution of history-writing practices in two distinct settings of the British Empire, late seventeenth-century Ireland and late eighteenth-century India, in order to analyse the progression of imperial thought over the course of a century and a half. In doing so, it argues that these British-produced histories demonstrate global patterns towards colonial subjects throughout this period. Moreover, the specific points addressed by these histories with regards to religion and forms of government, as well as the position of the British within colonial societies, suggest that Britons looked for universal elements in all of their colonies. Crouch, for instance, to demonise portions of the population in his late seventeenthcentury history of Ireland: "It was a proverb formerly, there was nothing venomous in Ireland, but the men and women, which was intended of the savage and brutish manners of the wild Irish."
Crouch, for instance, to demonise portions of the population in his late seventeenthcentury history of Ireland: "It was a proverb formerly, there was nothing venomous in Ireland, but the men and women, which was intended of the savage and brutish manners of the wild Irish."
2 While ostensibly about the Gaelic inhabitants of Ireland, the passage is rife with implications about the social hierarchies of the country, and, when read in context, it suggests that British intervention was necessary to eradicate this venom.
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This article adopts a triangular approach by comparing the early modern histories of
Ireland and India to demonstrate how the British remained obsessed with colonial groups that subverted their authority, and the ways in which they recast these groups into comparable and demonised entities-while deliberately contrasting them with their own self-representations.
The first section briefly examines the changing focus of history writing between the early modern period and the turn of the nineteenth century, before looking at the specificities of the Irish and Indian contexts. These contexts are then connected by considering British attitudes towards religion in both places as depicted through the histories, a subject often treated separately by historians. Most importantly, this section argues that prior to the nineteenth century, the histories suggested that Catholicism and
Islam were considered to have several similarities and were often depicted as corresponding forms of despotism. Additionally, religion and religious figures became intrinsic elements of so-called Indigenous identity. The final section then compares two pivotal moments in early modern Irish and Indian history, the 1641 Rebellion and the Black Hole of Calcutta. In linking these events, it demonstrates how the commemoration of specific events was employed in later accounts as warnings, and as a justification for further British expansion.
In order to understand these connections, it is first necessary to unpack the connections between Ireland and India, as well as early modern history writing practices. Ireland 
Which History?
Written in English and intended for British or Anglo-Irish audiences, British produced Irish histories were designed to foster closer ties between Britain and Ireland. ProBritish Irish histories primarily sought to justify or explain English involvement with the country throughout the centuries. Although pro-Gaelic accounts proudly described the island's ancient and cultivated past, pro-British accounts such as the one by historian and parliamentarian Edmund Borlase dismissed pre-twelfth-century Irish history as spurious and insufficiently documented. 17 Conversely, many early histories of India were translated compilations of Persian accounts (or relied heavily on previous translations). As a rule, these histories were viewed as tools in the EIC arsenal to better understand local traditions and thus better administer the territory, though many were later published for the general British public.
A parallel practice exists in both traditions whereby the British described themselves as secondary actors in local events. Consequently, the British were never the instigators of the conflicts leading to their assumption of power; rather, their actions were reactionary and they were therefore transformed into bystanders responding to internal conflicts. In the pro-Gaelic tradition, the infidelity of Diarmait Mac Murchada, religious practices and even cannibalism. 20 This version also contended that the English received not the "alliance" described by Keating, but rather the Irish lords' absolute submission. Nathaniel Crouch and George Stacpoole, for example, suggested that contemporary rebels were reneging on the oaths of honour sworn by their ancestors.
Crouch's late seventeenth-century account is of particular interest given his prolific The second major point in these histories was that the British were forced to intervene in regional squabbles to save India from its own corrupt rulers and to stop French intrigues on the subcontinent. Scrafton insisted that this necessity arose as a direct consequence of the Nawab Siraj-ud-Daula's wicked character. In the passage describing Siraj's execution after Plassey, Scrafton cautioned his readers against feelings of remorse or pity, for "let us not forget how justly he deserved it. From his first obtaining power under his grandfather, he had ever made it subservient to ambition, revenge, and cruelty." It is worth briefly noting Scrafton's background and longstanding experience with the Bengal court, which would have lent his account an aura of authority among Britons: a negotiator in the coup against Siraj, he was also the first Resident at Mir Jafar Ali Khan's court after Plassey. 23 Widening the theatre to an international level, European conflicts were also blamed for the EIC's acquisition of power. In EIC director Charles Grant's estimation, British involvement grew out of Robinson, 1801), II, 221-22.
